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PINUCA HUPie IN GAY, 1854 (ECHIUROIDEA): PROPOSED
SUPPRESSIONUNDERTHE PLENARYPOWERS. Z.N.(S.) 1836

By Meredith L. Jones {Division of Worms, Museum of Natural History, Smith-

sonian Institution, Washington, D.C. 20560, U.S.A.), Joel Hedgpeth (Marine

Science Laboratory, Newport, Oregon 97365, U.S.A.), and Cadet Hand {Depart-

ment of Zoology, University of California, Berkeley, California 94720, U.S.A.)

On the basis of museum specimens, Miiller (1852) made mention of an

unnamed species of echiuroid from Chile to the extent of noting some superficial

measurements {fide Collin, 1891). Two years later, in a supplement to a

previous publication, Hupe in Gay (1854) described an animal from Chiloe

Island, Chile, a " singular Sipunculiano ", which he considered transitional

between the priapulids and the sipunculids. This description of Pinuca edulis

is short and unillustrated, with the result that, although it is reasonably apparent

that the worm is, indeed, an echiuroid, the description is inadequate from a

taxonomic standpoint. Later, Diesing (1859, p. 778) referred Miiller's un-

named material to Echiurus chilensis Max Mueller, but it remained for Collin

(1891) to describe properly Miiller's specimens, also attributing the name
Echiurus chilensis to Miiller, and for Seitz (1907), as a result of his studies on
" Echiurus chilensis {Urechis n. g. chilensis) " to erect the genus Urechis for the

species of Miiller, as well as for Echiurus unicinctus von Drasch. Seitz desig-

nated U. chilensis (M. Miiller) [sic] as the type-species. Ultimately, in con-

junction with the description of Urechis caupo, Fisher and MacGinitie (1928)

proposed the erection of the family urechidae for the single genus Urechis.

2. Riveros Zuniga (1942), on the basis of material collected from Chiloe

Island and from the Tumbes Peninsula on the Chilean coast, revived the

generic name Pinuca and gave a point by point comparison of his material with

Hupe's description of Pinuca edulis. As a result of these studies and some
carried on later, based on material from the region of Valparaiso (Riveros

Zuiiiga, 1951), this Chilean worker felt that Hupe's species was the same as the

specimens treated by Miiller, and that, since Hupe's name has priority over

Urechis Seitz, Pinuca Hupe in Gay should be recognized as the valid name of this

echiuroid genus. Amor (1965) has extended the range of the echiuroid in

question, has agreed with the decisions of Riveros Zuniga, and in disagreement

with Article 40 of the Code, has proposed the family name pinucidae to replace

URECHIDAE.

3. Several points emerge from a critical consideration of the foregoing

historical account. It should be noted that Diesing was the first author to use

the name Echiurus chilensis. Further, Miiller's description of his specimens, in

itself, is not adequate to allow for the valid determination of the material con-

sidered by him. However, the subsequent anatomical account of Miiller's

material by Collin (1891) placed the validity of this material beyond doubt.

On the other hand, Hupe's material no longer exists (indeed, he himself men-

tions that his description was based on journal notes because of the loss of his

specimens) and his description leaves some doubt as to the identity of the
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material which he examined. Hupe made no mention of either a proboscis, or

any other peculiarity of the oral opening {i.e., the " anal " opening, for Hupe
confused the anal and oral ends of his specimens), or of the large and obvious

pair of ventral hooks associated with the oral opening of all members of the

genus Urechis. Hupe's not mentioning the anterior hooks as well as his

referring to the anal setae as scarcely visible, have been commented upon by

Fisher (1946) who felt that it was not possible to determine whether P. edulis

was the same as U. cliilensis. In the case of preserved material of the genus

Urechis in the collections of the museum of Natural History, Smithsonian

Institution, nearly all specimens show some kind of proboscidial differentiation

and all bear quite obvious ventral anterior hooks and quite visible anal setae.

Thus, the doubt as to the adequacy of Hupe's description.

4. In addition, it is necessary to point out that even if the identity of Pinuca

could be established satisfactorily, the name Urechis has become thoroughly

established in the literature of physiologists, embryologists, and ecologists, on
the basis of the work of Tyler, Baumberger and Michaelis, Devries, Redfield

and Florkin, Zeuthen, Sawada, Sugujama, Sato, Newby, and MacGinitie, to

name but a few.

5. We hereby ask the International Commission on Zoological Nomen-
clature :

(1) to use its plenary powers to suppress the generic name Pinuca Hupe //;

Gay, 1854, for the purposes of the Law of Priority, but not for those

of the Law of Homonymy;

(2) to place the family name pinucidae Amor, 1965, (: 165) (invalid because

the name of its type-genus has been suppressed under the plenary

powers) on the Official Index of Rejected and Invalid Family-Group

Names in Zoology;

(3) to place the generic name Pinuca Hupe in Gay, 1854, (: 475) on the

Official Index of Rejected and Invalid Generic Names in Zoology;

(4) to place the family-group name urechidae Fisher and MacGinitie, 1928,

(: 200) type genus Urechis Seitz, 1907, on the Official List of Family-

Group Names in Zoology;

(5) to place the generic name Urechis Seitz, 1907, (: 323) type-species, by
original designation, Echiurus chilensis Diesing, 1859, on the Official

List of Generic Names in Zoology;

(6) to place the specific name chilensis Diesing, 1859, as published in the

binomen Echiurus chilensis (type-species of Urechis Seitz, 1907) on the

Official List of Specific Names in Zoology.
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